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DAVID E. MASTAGNI, ESQ. (SBN 204244) 
davidmore@mastagni.com 
TAYLOR DAVIES-MAHAFFEY, ESQ. (SBN 327673) 
tdavies-mahaffey@mastagni.com 
MASTAGNI HOLSTEDT 
A Professional Corporation 
1912 I Street         
Sacramento, California 95811-3151 
Telephone: (916) 446-4692      
Facsimile: (916) 447-4614 
  
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
  

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF PLACER 
 

I, NOAH FREDERITO, declare as follows:  

1. I am over the age of eighteen years old. I have personal knowledge of the matters 

herein, and if called upon to do so, I could and would completely testify thereto. 

2. I have been employed by the Placer County Sheriff’s Department since 2013, and have 

held the position of Deputy Sheriff since that date. 

3. I am the current President of the Placer County Deputy Sheriff’s Association 

(“PCDSA”). I have served in this role since April 1, 2018. Prior to assuming the role of 

President, I served as Treasurer from April 1, 2014 to April 1, 2018. 

4. The PCDSA represents over 250 sworn law enforcement officers employed by the 

County in the Sheriff’s Office and the District Attorney’s Office. 

5. The PCDSA represents Deputy Sheriffs I, Deputy Sherifs II, Sheriff’s Sergeants, and 

District Attorney Investigators.  

PLACER COUNTY DEPUTY SHERIFFS’ 
ASSOCIATION and NOAH FREDERTIO,  
 
                          Petitioners, 
vs. 
 
COUNTY OF PLACER 

Respondents. 

Case No.: S-CV-0047770 
 
DECLARATION OF NOAH 
FREDERITO IN SUPPORT OF 
OPPOSITION TO RESPONDENT’S 
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, 
SUMMARY ADJUDICATION 
 
Date: January 26, 2023 
Time: 8:30 a.m.  
Department: 3  
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6. The County has the ability to set overall cash and total compensation without violating 

Measure F. It is able to substantially reduce its cash and total compensation to deputies 

and sergeants.  

7. Incentive pays are able to be negotiated up or down without violating Measure F. 

During this last round of contract negotiations, the County’s primary complaint was that 

incentive pays were too high.  

8. The Measure F base salary comprises only approximately 53.9% of total compensation, 

and only approximately 74.4% of cash compensation. Thus, the County and the PCDSA 

have ample opportunity to bargain without violating Measure F.  

9. In September of 2021, the County imposed a residency requirement which restricts 

eligibility for Tahoe branch assignment premium. 

10. Since at least 2015, in addition to base salary set by Measure F, the County has 

provided some classic PCDSA members additional net cash compensation by agreeing 

to pay Employer Paid Member Contribution (“EPMC”), as a fixed percentage of the 

PCDSA member’s CalPERS contribution on their behalf. The amounts of EPMC paid 

by the County on behalf of the PCDSA has varied. In September of 2021, it increased.  

11. All Placer County non-probationary deputies and sergeants must have a basic P.O.S.T. 

certificate as a condition of employment and receive the basic P.O.S.T. incentive pay.  

12. On July 21, 2020, the County provided PCDSA with a Last, Best, and Final Offer 

(“LBFO”). The LBFO included raises that temporarily exceeded the salary formula by 

seven percent (7%). The proposal would effectively freeze any salary adjustment for 

PCPCDSA members until the Measure F salary determination had increased at least 

seven percent. Attached as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of the July 21, 2020 

LBFO.  

13. On August 27, 2020, the County declared impasse. Then, on September 12, 2020, after 

declaring impasse, the County published a public document on its website entitled 

“Questions and Answers about Contract Negotiations” (“September Q&A”). In this 

document the County asserted an interpretation of Measure F as only establishing the 
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“minimum salary of various law enforcement positions,” and claimed that “[t]he voters 

have also given the Board of Supervisors the authority to negotiate higher salaries.” To 

my knowledge prior to September 12, 2020, the County had never asserted to the 

PCDSA that Measure F was invalid or unenforceable. The County had also never 

asserted to the PCDSA that Measure F was preempted by state law prior to September 

12, 2020.  Attached as Exhibit B is a true and correct copy of the September Q&A.  

14. The County for the first time asserted that Measure F was invalid and unenforceable 

after the PCDSA filed an Unfair Practice Charge (“UPC”) against the County with the 

Public Employment Relations Board (“PERB”).  

15. On September 24, 2020, the PCDSA filed an unfair practice charge (“UPC”) with 

PERB alleging the County acted in bad faith by insisting to impasse over a number of 

illegal proposals, including a salary proposal which violated Measure F. 

16. On October 26, 2020, the County filed a position statement in response to the 

allegations in the UPC. For the first time in writing, the County’s position statement 

claimed Measure F was “unconstitutional” and that it has been “void” under its Charter 

for 40 years. Attached as Exhibit C is a true and correct copy of the position statement.  

17. On December 8, 2020, the County presented the PCDSA with a new package proposal. 

As part of that proposal, the County proposed to completely disregard section 3.12.040 

and instead provide fixed wage increase amounts for three years. This was the first 

proposal submitted by the County that completely disregarded Measure F. This proposal 

would exceed the Measure F salary adjustment scheduled for 2021. Attached as Exhibit 

D is a true and correct copy of the December 8, 2020 proposal.  

18. On January 12, 2021, the Board adopted Ordinance 6060-B, which amended Section 

3.12.040 to remove Undersheriff, Assistant Sheriff, Inspector, Captain, and Lieutenant, 

but retained application of the formula for corporals, deputies, and sergeants. Attached 

as Exhibit E is a true and correct copy of Ordinance 6060-B.  

19. On September 28, 2021, the Board adopted Ordinance 6104-B, which effectively 

amended Section 3.12.040 to repeal the Measure F formula. The Board adopted 6104-B 
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and 6105-B without placing the repeal of the voter-enacted Measure F on the ballot.  

20. PERB issued a complaint against the County in part for its retaliatory motivation for 

repealing Measure F.  

21. The County did not implement the Measure F salary adjustment for Sheriff’s deputies 

and sergeants which should have been effective February 16, 2022.  

22. In November 2018, the parties agreed to continue to honor the terms of the most recent 

MOU which expired on June 30, 2018. Attached as Exhibit F is a true and correct copy 

of the MOU for 2015-2018.  

23. As PCDSA President, I have access to past MOUs between the PCDSA and the City. 

Attached as Exhibits G, H, I, and J respectively, are true and correct copies of the 

MOUs effective 2000 – 2002, 2003 – 2006, 2010 – 2012, and 2012 – 2015. 

24. Attached as Exhibit K to this declaration is a true and correct copy of Resolution No. 

2021-301, which resolved to impose the proposals from the County’s final bargaining 

position on December 8, 2020.  

25. Since at least 2015, the total compensation the County provides to PCDSA members is 

approximately double the amount of the base salary provided. Attached as Exhibit L to 

this declaration is a true and correct copy of the 2020 Total Compensation Survey for 

Deputy Sheriff II-Classic Member.  

26. Attached as Exhibit M to this declaration is a true and correct copy the County’s August 

27, 2020 Impasse Letter.  

27. Attached as Exhibit N to this declaration is a true and correct copy of PCDSA’s October 

21, 2020 Factfinding Request.  

28. Attached hereto as Exhibit O to this declaration is a true and correct copy of the 

PCDSA’s UPC filed September 24, 2020. 

29. Attached hereto as Exhibit P is a true and correct copy of the Complaint issued by 

PERB dated March 23, 2022.  

30. In March of 2021, the PCDSA and the County participated in factfinding proceedings 

pursuant to Government Code § 3505.4. 
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I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct, except where alleged on information and belief. Executed this 

day of January, 2023 in 5~~~°"~ C''~~ ,California. 

NOAH REDERITO 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor 
 

Sacramento Regional Office 
1031 18th Street  
Sacramento, CA, 95811-4124 
Telephone: (916) 584-5676 
 

 

 

March 23, 2022 
 
David E. Mastagni, Attorney 
Mastagni Holstedt, APC 
1912 I Street, Suite 102  
Sacramento, CA 95811 
 
Che Johnson, Attorney 
Liebert Cassidy Whitmore 
5250 North Palm Avenue, Suite 310  
Fresno, CA 93704 
 
Re: Placer County Deputy Sheriffs Association v. County of Placer 
 Unfair Practice Charge No. SA-CE-1158-M 
 COMPLAINT  
 
Dear Parties: 
 
The Office of the General Counsel has issued the enclosed COMPLAINT in the 
above-entitled matter.  The Respondent is required to file an ANSWER within twenty 
(20) calendar days from the date of service of the COMPLAINT, pursuant to PERB 
Regulation 32644.1  The required contents of the ANSWER are described in PERB 
Regulation 32644(b).  
 
If you have not filed a Notice of Appearance form, one should be completed and 
returned with your ANSWER.  Please be aware that once legal counsel is designated, 
PERB will only correspond with that individual(s). 
 
An informal settlement conference will be scheduled shortly.  Please direct all 
inquiries, filings and correspondence to the undersigned.  Designated legal counsel 
who do not attend the Informal Conference for any reason, must designate in writing 
consent that the meeting go forward in their absence, including, but not limited to the 
execution of a settlement agreement. 

 
1 PERB’s Regulations are codified at California Code of Regulations, title 8, 

section 31001 et seq.  The text of PERB’s Regulations may be found at 
www.perb.ca.gov. 
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